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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office action is in response to the amendment filed on February 28, 2008. 

2. Claims 1-4, 6-17, 19-29, 31-37, and 39-42 are pending. 

3. Claims 1, 14, 27, and 35 have been amended. 

4. Claims 5, 18, 30, and 38 have been cancelled. 

Response to Amendment 
Drawings 

5. The drawings are objected to because the drawings must be reasonably free from erasures 
and must be free from alterations, overwriting, interlineations, folds, and copy marks (see 
Figures 1-6). Applicant is advised to prepare the drawings using a computer drawing tool. 
Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. 

Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on 
the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or 
figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is 
to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where 
necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief 
description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets 
may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
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accepted by the Examiner, the Applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

6. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because: 

• The abstract exceeds 150 words in length. 

• "Figure 4B" should be deleted. 
Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

7. Claims 1-4, 6-17, 19-26, and 32 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• Claim 1 recites the limitation "said sequence of generated instructions." Applicant is 
advised to change this limitation to read "said corresponding sequence of generated 
instructions" for the purpose of providing it with proper explicit antecedent basis. 

• Claims 1 and 14 recite the limitation "the condition code." Applicant is advised to 
change this limitation to read "the corresponding condition code" for the purpose of 
providing it with proper explicit antecedent basis. 

• Claims 2-4 and 6-13 depend on Claim 1 and, therefore, suffer the same deficiencies 
as Claim 1 . 

• Claims 15-17 and 19-26 depend on Claim 14 and, therefore, suffer the same 
deficiency as Claim 14. 
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• Claims 7, 20, and 32 contain a typographical error: "[S]aid instruction group" should 
read - said instruction groups — . 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
8. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 



9. Claims 14-17, 19-29, 31-37, and 39-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
as based on a disclosure which is not enabling. The subject matter of "generating software test 
information" is considered to be critical or essential to the practice of the invention, but not 
included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 
USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). 

The claimed invention omits the critical step of generating software test information 
disclosed to be essential to the invention. The preambles of the independent claims (Claims 14, 
27, and 35) clearly state that the claims are directed to generating software test information. 
However, the limitations of the claims only pertain to generating a sequence of instructions from 
a corresponding group of instructions. The claims do not recite any subject matter that relates 
generating a group of instructions with generating software test information. Applicant's 
specification clearly states that the present invention is directed to generating statistical 
information relating to the operation of software code when tested on a processor (see Page 1: 3- 
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6). Furthermore, Figure 4B and its corresponding description in Applicant's specification clearly 
illustrates the step of collecting profiling information. 

A claim which omits subject matter disclosed to be essential to the invention as described 
in the specification or in other statements of record may be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph, as not enabling. See MPEP § 2164.08(c). Such essential matter may include missing 
elements, steps, or necessary structural cooperative relationships of elements described by the 
Applicant as necessary to practice the invention. 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 1 . Claims 1-4, 6-17, 19-29, 31-37, and 39-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 14, and 27 recite the limitation "for selected instructions having a condition 
code the corresponding generated instruction being a predetermined generated instruction having 
a corresponding condition code." This is awkward claim language and thus rendered the claims 
indefinite. Applicant is advised to add a "wherein" clause or other means to separate the new 
independent clause. In the interest of compact prosecution, the Examiner subsequently interprets 
this limitation as reading "for selected instructions having a condition code, wherein a 
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corresponding generated instruction being a predetermined generated instruction having a 
corresponding condition code" for the purpose of further examination. 

Claims 1, 14, and 27 recite the limitation "the corresponding generated instruction." 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. In the interest of compact 
prosecution, the Examiner subsequently interprets this limitation as reading "a corresponding 
generated instruction" for the purpose of further examination. 

Claims 1, 14, and 35 recite the limitation "the operation." There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. In the interest of compact prosecution, the 
Examiner subsequently interprets this limitation as reading "an operation" for the purpose of 
further examination. 

Claims 2-4 and 6-13 depend on Claim 1 and, therefore, suffer the same deficiencies as 
Claim 1. 

Claims 15-17 and 19-26 depend on Claim 14 and, therefore, suffer the same deficiencies 
as Claim 14. 

Claims 28, 29, and 31-34 depend on Claim 27 and, therefore, suffer the same 
deficiencies as Claim 27. 

Claims 36, 37, and 39-42 depend on Claim 35 and, therefore, suffer the same deficiency 
as Claim 35. 
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Claims 9, 22, and 34 recite the limitation "that instruction group." There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. In the interest of compact prosecution, the 
Examiner subsequently interprets this limitation as reading "an instruction group" for the 
purpose of further examination. 

Claim 41 recites the limitation "said sequence of generated instructions." There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. In the interest of compact 
prosecution, the Examiner subsequently interprets this limitation as reading "a sequence of 
generated instructions" for the purpose of further examination. 

Claims 41 and 42 recite the limitation "said step c)." There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claims. In the interest of compact prosecution, the Examiner 
subsequently interprets this limitation as reading "said step b)" for the purpose of further 
examination. 

12. Claims 14-17, 19-29, 31-37, and 39-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap 
between the steps. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted step is "generating software test 
information." The omitted step is considered to be critical to the claimed invention, since the step 
is necessary and must occur for the claimed invention to function as intended by the Applicant as 
described in the disclosure. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof b\ the applicant for a patent. 

14. Claims 1-4, 6, 10-17, 19, 23-29, 31, 35-37, and 39-42 are rejected under 35 

U S C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Applicant Admitted Prior Art (hereinafter "AAPA"). 

As per Claim 1, AAPA discloses: 

a) generating, from a sequence of instructions, at least one of which includes a 
condition code, a corresponding sequence of generated instructions, for selected instructions 
having a condition code, wherein a corresponding generated instruction being a predetermined 
generated instruction having a corresponding condition code (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction 
set emulator 12, which is a software program which models the operation of a particular 
predetermined processor, is loaded onto the computing device 10. Also loaded onto the 
computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the program code to be analysed. From this 
original opcode 14, an analysis module of the instruction set emulator 12 produces generated 
opcode 16. In order to produce the generated opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a 
special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the original opcode 14. "; Page 2: 3 and 4, "The 
instruction may be conditional and, in which case, may contain a condition code. "); 
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- b) executing, on a target processor, said corresponding sequence of generated 
instructions and thereby producing software test information (see Page 6: 10-13, "The original 
opcode 14 together with the generated opcode 16 is stored in the memory 22. A handler routine 
30 is also stored in the memory 22 which is operable by the processor core 20 to generate code 
coverage and profiling information using the program code 14 and the generated opcode 16. "); 
and 

- c) when during said step (b) said predetermined generated instruction is encountered, 
determining with reference to status information associated with an operation of said target 
processor whether the corresponding condition code of said predetermined generated instruction 
is satisfied and, if so, replacing said predetermined generated instruction with said corresponding 
instruction from said sequence of instructions so as to cause said corresponding instruction to be 
executed, wherein said predetermined generated instruction is an instruction which is not 
recognised by said target processor (see Page 6: 14-25, "The processor core 20 retrieves the first 
instruction of the generated opcode 16. The processor core 20 determines whether that 
instruction is a special instruction and, if so, then the handler routine 30 is invoked; otherwise, 
the processor core 20 executes the instruction and then retrieves the next instruction. Once 
activated, the handler routine 30 refers to the original opcode 14 and checks the condition code 
of the corresponding original instruction. The handler routine 30 then determines whether the 
original instruction would have been executed by comparing its condition code with the current 
status flags of the processor core 20. If the handler routine 30 determines that the original 
instruction would have been executed, then it replaces the special instruction with the original 
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instruction. The handler routine 30 is then exited. The processor core 20 hardware can then 
execute the original instruction which has just replaced the special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 2, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 

- wherein each instruction of said sequence of instructions includes a condition code 
(see Page 2: 3 and 4, "The instruction may be conditional and, in which case, may contain a 
condition code. "). 

As per Claim 3, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 

- wherein said condition code is an instruction qualifier which prevents the instruction 
from being executed by said target processor unless said status information satisfies said 
condition code (see Page 2: 5-8, "The condition code indicates the conditions that those flags 
that must satisfy for the associated instruction to be executed. Such condition codes include 
EQ/NE (equal/not equal), CS/CC (carry set/carry clear), PL/MI (positive/negative), AL (always), 
etc. "). 

As per Claim 4, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 

- wherein said status information is predetermined architectural state associated with 
said target processor and said condition code specifies a status of said predetermined 
architectural state that must be met in order for the instruction to be executed (see Page 2: 8-14, 
"Hence, by way of example, in the ARM (trademark) instruction set, the condition code EQ/NE 
requires that the zero condition flag fZ^ flag) must be set/cleared respectively for the instruction 
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to be executed; the Z flag is set if the result of the last condition flag setting instruction was zero. 
Similarly, the condition code PL/MI requires that the negative condition flag fN^flag) must be 
cleared/set respectively for the instruction to be executed; the Nflag is set if the result of the last 
condition flag setting instruction was negative. "). 

As per Claim 6, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
- generating, from said sequence of instructions, a sequence of generated instructions, a 
predetermined generated instruction being generated for each instruction in the sequence of 
instructions (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software program 
which models the operation of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the 
computing device 10. Also loaded onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the 
program code to be analysed. From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the 
instruction set emulator 12 produces generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated 
opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the 
original opcode 14. "). 

As per Claim 10, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
incrementing a coverage counter when the condition code of the predetermined 
generated instruction is satisfied to provide an indication that said corresponding instruction will 
be executed (see Page 7: 10-14, "If the handler routine 30 determines that the original 
instruction would have been executed, then it replaces the special instruction with the original 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/647, 1 06 Page 1 2 

Art Unit: 2191 

instruction, increments a counter associated with that instruction and replaces the preceding 
instruction with a special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 11, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
incrementing a counter associated with said corresponding instruction when the 
condition code of the predetermined generated instruction is satisfied to provide an indication 
that said corresponding instruction will be executed (see Page 7: 10-14, "If the handler routine 
30 determines that the original instruction would have been executed, then it replaces the special 
instruction with the original instruction, increments a counter associated with that instruction 
and replaces the preceding instruction with a special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 12, the rejection of Claim 11 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
- replacing a preceding instruction in said sequence of generated instructions with said 
predetermined generated instruction having a condition code corresponding to said preceding 
instruction (see Page 7: 10-14, "If the handler routine 30 determines that the original instruction 
would have been executed, then it replaces the special instruction with the original instruction, 
increments a counter associated with that instruction and replaces the preceding instruction with 
a special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 13, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
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executing said corresponding instruction on said target processor (see Page 6: 24 and 
25, "The processor core 20 hardware can then execute the original instruction which has just 
replaced the special instruction. "). 

Claims 14-17, 19, and 23-26 are apparatus claims corresponding to the method claims 
above (Claims 1-4, 6, and 10-13) and, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons set forth in the 
rejections of Claims 1-4, 6, and 10-13. 

As per Claim 27, AAPA discloses: 

- a) generating, from a sequence of instructions, at least one of which includes a 
condition code, a corresponding sequence of generated instructions, for selected instructions 
having a condition code, wherein a corresponding generated instruction being a predetermined 
generated instruction having a corresponding condition code, wherein said predetermined 
generated instruction is an instruction which is not recognised by a target processor (see Page 1: 
22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software program which models the operation 
of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the computing device 10. Also loaded 
onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the program code to be analysed. 
From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the instruction set emulator 12 produces 
generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated opcode 16, the analysis module 
substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the original opcode 14. "; Page 2: 3 
and 4, "The instruction may be conditional and, in which case, may contain a condition code. "; 
Page 6: 14-25, "The processor core 20 retrieves the first instruction of the generated opcode 16. 
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The processor core 20 determines whether that instruction is a special instruction and, if so, then 
the handler routine 30 is invoked; otherwise, the processor core 20 executes the instruction and 
then retrieves the next instruction. "). 

As per Claim 28, the rejection of Claim 27 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 

- wherein each instruction of said sequence of instructions includes a condition code 
(see Page 2: 3 and 4, "The instruction may be conditional and, in which case, may contain a 
condition code. "). 

As per Claim 29, the rejection of Claim 27 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 

- wherein said condition code is an instruction qualifier which prevents the instruction 
from being executed by a target processor unless said status information satisfies said condition 
code (see Page 2: 5-8, "The condition code indicates the conditions that those flags that must 
satisfy for the associated instruction to be executed. Such condition codes include EQ/NE 
(equal/not equal), CS/CC (carry set/carry clear), PL/MI (positive/negative), AL (always), etc. "). 

As per Claim 31, the rejection of Claim 27 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
generating, from said sequence of instructions, a sequence of generated instructions, a 
predetermined generated instruction being generated for each instruction in the sequence of 
instructions (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software program 
which models the operation of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the 
computing device 10. Also loaded onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the 
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program code to be analysed. From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the 
instruction set emulator 12 produces generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated 
opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the 
original opcode 14. "). 

As per Claim 35, AAPA discloses: 

- a) executing, on a target processor, a sequence of generated instructions (see Page 6: 
10-13, "The original opcode 14 together with the generated opcode 16 is stored in the memory 
22. A handler routine 30 is also stored in the memory 22 which is operable by the processor core 
20 to generate code coverage and profiling information using the program code 14 and the 
generated opcode 16. "); and 

- b) when a predetermined generated instruction is encountered during said step (a), 
determining with reference to status information associated with an operation of said target 
processor whether a condition code of that predetermined generated instruction is satisfied and, if 
so, replacing said predetermined generated instruction with a corresponding instruction from a 
sequence of instructions so as to cause said corresponding instruction to be executed, wherein 
said predetermined generated instruction is an instruction which is not recognised by said target 
processor (see Page 6: 14-25, "The processor core 20 retrieves the first instruction of the 
generated opcode 16. The processor core 20 determines whether that instruction is a special 
instruction and, if so, then the handler routine 30 is invoked; otherwise, the processor core 20 
executes the instruction and then retrieves the next instruction. Once activated, the handler 
routine 30 refers to the original opcode 14 and checks the condition code of the corresponding 
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original instruction. The handler routine 30 then determines whether the original instruction 
would have been executed by comparing its condition code with the current status flags of the 
processor core 20. If the handler routine 30 determines that the original instruction would have 
been executed, then it replaces the special instruction with the original instruction. The handler 
routine 30 is then exited. The processor core 20 hardware can then execute the original 
instruction which has just replaced the special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 36, the rejection of Claim 35 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
wherein said condition code is an instruction qualifier which prevents the instruction 
from being executed by said target processor unless said status information satisfies said 
condition code (see Page 2: 5-8, "The condition code indicates the conditions that those flags 
that must satisfy for the associated instruction to be executed. Such condition codes include 
EQ/NE (equal/not equal), CS/CC (carry set/carry clear), PL/MI (positive/negative), AL (always), 
etc. "). 

As per Claim 37, the rejection of Claim 35 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
- wherein said status information is predetermined architectural state associated with 
said target processor and said condition code specifies a status of said predetermined 
architectural state that must be met in order for the instruction to be executed (see Page 2: 8-14, 
"Hence, by way of example, in the ARM (trademark) instruction set, the condition code EQ/NE 
requires that the zero condition flag fZ' flag) must be set/cleared respectively for the instruction 
to be executed; the Z flag is set if the result of the last condition flag setting instruction was zero. 
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Similarly, the condition code PL/MI requires that the negative condition flag f W flag) must be 
cleared/set respectively for the instruction to be executed; the Nflag is set if the result of the last 
condition flag setting instruction was negative. "). 

As per Claim 39, the rejection of Claim 35 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
- incrementing a coverage counter when the condition code of the predetermined 
generated instruction is satisfied to provide an indication that said corresponding instruction will 
be executed (see Page 7: 10-14, "If the handler routine 30 determines that the original 
instruction would have been executed, then it replaces the special instruction with the original 
instruction, increments a counter associated with that instruction and replaces the preceding 
instruction with a special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 40, the rejection of Claim 35 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
incrementing a counter associated with said corresponding instruction when the 
condition code of the predetermined generated instruction is satisfied to provide an indication 
that said corresponding instruction will be executed (see Page 7: 10-14, "If the handler routine 
30 determines that the original instruction would have been executed, then it replaces the special 
instruction with the original instruction, increments a counter associated with that instruction 
and replaces the preceding instruction with a special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 41, the rejection of Claim 40 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
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- replacing a preceding instruction in a sequence of generated instructions with said 
predetermined generated instruction having a condition code corresponding to said preceding 
instruction (see Page 7: 10-14, "If the handler routine 30 determines that the original instruction 
would have been executed, then it replaces the special instruction with the original instruction, 
increments a counter associated with that instruction and replaces the preceding instruction with 
a special instruction. "). 

As per Claim 42, the rejection of Claim 35 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
executing said corresponding instruction on said target processor (see Page 6: 24 and 
25, "The processor core 20 hardware can then execute the original instruction which has just 
replaced the special instruction. "). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 7-9, 20-22, and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over AAPA in view of US 5,712,996 (hereinafter "Schepers"). 

As per Claim 7, the rejection of Claim 1 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
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a2) generating said predetermined generated instruction for one instruction in each of 
said instruction groups (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software 
program which models the operation of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the 
computing device 10. Also loaded onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the 
program code to be analysed. From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the 
instruction set emulator 12 produces generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated 
opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the 
original opcode 14. "). 

However, AAPA does not disclose: 

- al) partitioning said sequence of instructions into a number of instruction groups, 
each instruction group including one or more instructions. 
Schepers discloses: 

al) partitioning said sequence of instructions into a number of instruction groups, 
each instruction group including one or more instructions (see Abstract, "In order to be able to 
execute rapid processing of a program on super-scalar microprocessors, the individual 
instructions of this program must be divided into instruction groups, which can be processed by 
processing units of the microprocessor, in such a way that the instructions can be processed in 
parallel. "). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Schepers into the teaching of AAPA to 
include al) partitioning said sequence of instructions into a number of instruction groups, each 
instruction group including one or more instructions. The modification would be obvious 
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because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to execute rapid processing of the 
program code (see Schepers - Abstract) . 

As per Claim 8, the rejection of Claim 7 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
generating said predetermined generated instruction for the last instruction in each of 
said instruction groups (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software 
program which models the operation of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the 
computing device 10. Also loaded onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the 
program code to be analysed. From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the 
instruction set emulator 12 produces generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated 
opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the 
original opcode 14. "). 

As per Claim 9, the rejection of Claim 7 is incorporated; however, AAPA does not 
disclose: 

- wherein said predetermined generated instruction provides information relating to the 
number of instructions in an instruction group. 

Schepers discloses: 

- wherein said predetermined generated instruction provides information relating to the 
number of instructions in an instruction group (see Column 2: 63-65, "The number of the 
components per instruction group is fixed in accordance with the number of the instructions 
which a microprocessor can load simultaneously. "). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Schepers into the teaching of AAPA to 
include wherein said predetermined generated instruction provides information relating to the 
number of instructions in an instruction group. The modification would be obvious because one 
of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to determine the number of instructions a 
microprocessor can load simultaneously (see Schepers - Column 2: 63-65). 

Claim 20 is rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of Claim 7. 
Claim 21 is rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of Claim 8. 
Claim 22 is rejected for the same reason set forth in the rejection of Claim 9. 

As per Claim 32, the rejection of Claim 27 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
a2) generating said predetermined generated instruction for one instruction in each of 
said instruction groups (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software 
program which models the operation of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the 
computing device 10. Also loaded onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the 
program code to be analysed. From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the 
instruction set emulator 12 produces generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated 
opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the 
original opcode 14. "). 

However, AAPA does not disclose: 
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al) partitioning said sequence of instructions into a number of instruction groups, 
each instruction group including one or more instructions. 
Schepers discloses: 

- al) partitioning said sequence of instructions into a number of instruction groups, 
each instruction group including one or more instructions (see Abstract, "In order to be able to 
execute rapid processing of a program on super-scalar microprocessors, the individual 
instructions of this program must be divided into instruction groups, which can be processed by 
processing units of the microprocessor, in such a way that the instructions can be processed in 
parallel. "). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Schepers into the teaching of AAPA to 
include al) partitioning said sequence of instructions into a number of instruction groups, each 
instruction group including one or more instructions. The modification would be obvious 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to execute rapid processing of the 
program code (see Schepers - Abstract). 

As per Claim 33, the rejection of Claim 32 is incorporated; and AAPA further discloses: 
generating said predetermined generated instruction for the last instruction in each of 
said instruction groups (see Page 1: 22-28, "An instruction set emulator 12, which is a software 
program which models the operation of a particular predetermined processor, is loaded onto the 
computing device 10. Also loaded onto the computing device 10 is the original opcode 14 of the 
program code to be analysed. From this original opcode 14, an analysis module of the 
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instruction set emulator 12 produces generated opcode 16. In order to produce the generated 
opcode 16, the analysis module substitutes a special instruction (SPI) for each instruction in the 
original opcode 14. "). 

As per Claim 34, the rejection of Claim 32 is incorporated; however, AAPA does not 
disclose: 

- wherein said predetermined generated instruction provides information relating to the 
number of instructions in an instruction group. 

Schepers discloses: 

- wherein said predetermined generated instruction provides information relating to the 
number of instructions in an instruction group (see Column 2: 63-65, "The number of the 
components per instruction group is fixed in accordance with the number of the instructions 
which a microprocessor can load simultaneously. "). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Schepers into the teaching of AAPA to 
include wherein said predetermined generated instruction provides information relating to the 
number of instructions in an instruction group. The modification would be obvious because one 
of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to determine the number of instructions a 
microprocessor can load simultaneously (see Schepers - Column 2: 63-65). 
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Response to Arguments 

17. Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1, 14, 27, and 35 have been considered, but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to Applicant's 
disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Qing Chen whose telephone number is 571-270-1071. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 7:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 
The Examiner can also be reached on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Zhen, can be reached on 571-272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/QC/ 

March 25, 2008 
/Wei Zhen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



